In some sense, this combined retrospective needs a comment from me, as a friend of mine from New York once said, referring to a different matter entirely, like a fish needs a bicycle. However, I've known all my coauthors for more than 30 years and have been lurking around on the periphery of most of these events for nearly 40 years. Perhaps more important, I bring to bear a perspective (a frame of reference) on one aspect of the discussion that they cannot. I've seen much of our history from the perspective of a businessman: in the parlance, a ''Practitioner.'' Hopefully, my commentary will fairly reflect that perspective and, in so doing, add to the ''picture'' we paint.
It's in that context that I find so striking the following quotation: * Lew Pringle is ''retired.'' Sort of. But, before doing that, he was trained to be a Bayesian Statistician at MIT ('69 For several years when I was a professor and consultant, I felt that the gap between the promise and performance of management science techniques in marketing was far greater than it should be. Now, after my first year in the 'real world,' I am convinced that the gap is large, that it is growing and that it represents a serious problem for the profession. Unfortunately, I believe that a major cause of the problem is the tendency of too many of us to devote the vast majority of our energy to the creation of new and more sophisticated techniques and to give inadequate attention to questions of operational significance. As a result, sound approaches are often discarded because of implementation difficulties and, all too often, proposed techniques prove to be elegant solutions to irrelevant problems. In a time when relevance is at a premium, it is little wonder that many managers question the practical value of management science techniques in marketing?
I managed to purloin this quote from Dave Montgomery's paper (see ''Management Science in Marketing: Prehistory, Origin and Early Years of the IN-FORMS Marketing College'') and am grateful to him for having discovered and shared it with me. The ''striking'' aspect of this quotation, for me, is its evident currency. Nevertheless, that is the statement of Henry Claycamp in 1971, when he chaired the College on Marketing.
We do have a problem. It is an important, rather time invariant, and apparently ineluctable problem. It is a problem the very nature of which forces us to confront the ''interface'' between Academe and Practice. It is a problem that, at a minimum, forces drastically suboptimal performance upon us. At a maximum, it is a problem that will destroy the profession. It deserves, in other words, some attention.
In response, my conjecture in this essay is that:
• No one does OR in Marketing;
• The two closest approximations to doing OR in Marketing are ⅙ Job (a) Employment in Academe as a teacher of and scholar in OR in Marketing
